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H.R. 2443, THE COAST GUARD AND MARITIME
TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 2003

Thursday, May 22, 2003

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON COAST
GUARD AND MARITIME TRANSPORTATION, COMMITTEE
ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, WASHING-
TON, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Frank A. LoBiondo
[chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Good morning. The subcommittee on Coast
Guard and Maritime Transportation will come to order.

The subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on the
Coast Guard Authorization Act of 2003. As you know, we will limit
the opening statements to the chairman and the ranking member.
If other members have statements, we will introduce them into the
record.

This morning we are here to discuss the United States Coast
Guard’s legislative proposal, the Coast Guard Authorization Act.
This proposal authorizes the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 2004 budget
and personnel resources. In addition, it proposes to provide parity
between certain Coast Guard and Department of Defense authori-
ties, improve personnel management, and better accomplish its reg-
ulatory and law enforcement missions.

This is the Coast Guard’s first legislative proposal since its trans-
fer to the Department of Homeland Security, and as such, it de-
serves special attention to assure that the proposal provides re-
sources and authorities needed to carry out both its old and new
missions.

While I commend the President’s continued commitment to in-
crease the service funding, I am still not convinced that the Coast
Guard’s budget request adequately addresses the Coast Guard’s
funding needs.

I am particularly concerned about the shortfalls for the badly
needed recapitalization program for the Coast Guard’s aging ves-
sels and aircraft known as Deepwater. Today, I am hoping, and I
expect, the Commandant to document the Coast Guard’s funding
needs and the plans to get Deepwater back on target. From the
start, Deepwater has been underfunded, jeopardizing on-time deliv-
ery of important assets. I strongly endorse increased funding to
bring the procurement schedule back on track. This subcommittee
also intends to fully examine the benefits of expediting the Deep-
water procurement schedule as outlined in the Coast Guard’s re-
cently released congressionally mandated report.
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I also look forward to hearing the Commandant tell us how his
fiscal 2004 budget request will allow the Coast Guard to meet im-
plementation requirements for the Maritime Transportation Secu-
rity Act. This is a landmark measure that will provide for in-
creased security efforts at the Nation’s 361 ports and along our wa-
terway. The subcommittee will keep a close eye on the execution
of this Act to ensure adequate funding is made available to keep
our ports and waterways secure and our maritime first responders
ready to meet the challenges we face today and in the future.

Finally, I look forward to hearing from the Commandant on his
fiscal year 2004 budget request and how we will assure that the
performance of traditional Coast Guard missions is preserved.
Preservation of traditional Coast Guard missions is enshrined in
the Homeland Security Act. However, even before the Coast
Guard’s move to the new Department, the General Accounting Of-
fice and others raised significant concerns about the Coast Guard’s
ability to accomplish its diverse missions given the emphasis placed
on homeland security-related missions. Discrepancies between the
Coast Guard and General Accounting Office mission performance
data must be reconciled in order to make an accurate assessment.

The subcommittee will use the Coast Guard’s proposal as the
starting point to draft the fiscal year 2004 Coast Guard authoriza-
tion bill. However, I will make sure the subcommittee’s bill author-
izes adequate resources and provides appropriate authorities to
allow the Coast Guard to discharge its many missions safely and
effectively.

I understand Mr. Filner is on his way. Mr. Simmons, would you
like to say something?

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Thank you very much. I want
to welcome the Admiral here this morning. I want to share with
the subcommittee that yesterday I had the privilege of traveling
with the Admiral and with Secretary Ridge up to the Coast Guard
Academy in New London with the President as well for the gradua-
tion ceremonies of the class of 2003, which is the first class to grad-
uate under the new rubric of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. I think in the course of the day, both the travel time and the
President’s speech at the Academy, brought home to me in clear
terms what a very significant role our Coast Guard is going to have
now and into the future, which is why the activities of this sub-
committee are so important. Of course, it also brought home to me
the significance of some time in the future having a museum which
can, of course, display the great history of our Coast Guard.

Let me conclude by saying I notice the Admiral is sporting an in-
jury. I know how that occurred. Let’s say it was in the line of duty,
and aren’t we lucky to have such a fine person serving us as Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LOBIONDO. And Congressman Simmons, would you yield for

a question?
Mr. SIMMONS. I most certainly would.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Of course, you used your valuable time with the

President and Secretary Ridge to lobby hard for the priorities that
we are establishing through this subcommittee.
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Mr. SIMMONS. By the time the trip was over, they were all run-
ning for the exits, Mr. Chairman. Yes, I utilized my time hopefully
very well.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Okay. A job well done.
Mr. SIMMONS. Absolutely.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Admiral Collins, we thank you for being here

today and we look forward to hearing your statement. Please pro-
ceed.

TESTIMONY OF ADMIRAL THOMAS H. COLLINS,
COMMANDANT, UNITED STATES COAST GUARD

Admiral COLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Good morning. It
is great to be with you. Thank you for your kind words, Mr. Sim-
mons.

It is a great opportunity to appear before this committee to dis-
cuss the Coast Guard’s fiscal year 2004 authorization bill. Before
we dive into that, I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and
other members of the subcommittee for all your efforts on the 2003
authorization bill work. That was, from your view, a long time com-
ing. It was 1998 to 2003, so we are really very, very appreciative
of the support and commitment of this committee in helping move
that authorization through. Clearly, here we are again with the
next version of an authorization bill. We hope we can be successful
with this one as well. What we are doing, the Department of Home-
land Security and the Coast Guard, we are seeking to improve our
capability and our capacity to perform our multiple missions by
submitting this 2004 authorization bill. It has provisions that will
allow us to attract, develop, retain, and deploy a diverse and highly
capable and flexible workforce.

It also, very importantly, gives our people the tools they need to
effectively carry out their missions and properly safeguard our Na-
tion.

I would like to take a few moments, if I could, to highlight some
of the key provisions from our perspective in the proposed bill
which will help us perform our entire portfolio of missions. There
are several that are connected to law enforcement effectiveness.
One such provision would give Coast Guard members clear author-
ity to arrest people for violations of Federal law on shore. Under
current law, our Coast Guard law enforcement officers are author-
ized to arrest people for violations of U.S. law committed on the
water. On land, however, they must detain a suspect who commits
a violation of Federal law and wait until another Federal law en-
forcement agent arrives and makes the arrest. The Coast Guard
needs clear authority to carry firearms and conduct arrests on
shore to effectively carry out our numerous law enforcement and
public protection responsibility for waterfront facilities and shore
installations bordering our waterways.

A second law enforcement provision would enhance the Coast
Guard’s authority to stop vessels liable to seizure or examination.
Under current Coast Guard authority, disabling fire cannot be em-
ployed until after warning shots have been fired. Warning shots
are usually fired from an automatic weapon as a visual signal to
stop after other means to communicate have been unsuccessful. A
warning shot is intended to miss and may be impractical if operat-
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ing in confined waters or other vessels are nearby. Disabling fire,
on the other hand, is often employed using a positioned rifle to fire
a single round into a fleeing vessel’s engine. This approach mini-
mizes the risks to persons on board the vessel and any persons in
the immediate area.

Coast Guard members should be able to use all available tools
to stop the fleeing vessel without endangering innocent bystanders.
In confined waterways, this means resorting to disabling fire with-
out public risk of firing warning shots first.

A third law enforcement provision would increase law enforce-
ment authority for agencies enforcing Coast Guard regulations,
which would result in a significant force multiplier for maritime
and homeland security operations. All three law enforcement au-
thorities will put more tools in the law enforcement tool kit for our
men and women to do their jobs more effectively and more safely.

There are also a number of provisions designed to help us man-
age the workforce relative to mission need. A particularly impor-
tant one would increase the authorized number of commissioned of-
ficers to 7,100 and would permit the Secretary to exceed that limit
in time of war or national emergency. As the Coast Guard has ex-
panded, its need for officers with specialized skills, such as marine
safety specialists, has also grown. Implementing the landmark
Maritime Transportation Security Act of 2002 alone will require
more officer billets than we currently have authorized. For our en-
listed personnel, this bill also authorizes an incentive bonus to
enter certain critical specialties.

Other provisions will also improve our efficiency and effective-
ness. They include title restrictions on merchant mariner creden-
tials, clarification of conditions for payment made from the liability
trust fund, amendment of OPA 90 that are more consistent with
CERCLA and provide greater efficiency in Federal recovery and au-
thority to impose full application of safety of life and sea standards
on foreign passenger vessels departing from U.S. ports.

These and a number of other provisions provide significant new
authorities for the Coast Guard, not only to the benefit of the
homeland security mission, but to benefit missions across the
board. Clearly, threats to the security of the United States extend
beyond overt acts of terrorism. Countering contraband smuggling,
preventing illegal migration, preserving living marine resources,
preserving environmental resources, and responding to spills of
hazardous substances all are critical elements of our national and
economic security. Beyond our ready response to these threats, we
have an obligation to protect our citizens from harm by doing all
we can to ensure safety on the water. Every provision of the pro-
posed authorization bill reflects this careful balance between our
safety and security missions.

Our authorization bill builds on the existing foundation and will
help the Coast Guard maintain operational excellence across all
our mission areas and will help to enhance our operational excel-
lence that our Nation expects and deserves.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to tes-
tify before you today, and I will be happy to answer any questions
that you and committee members may have.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Admiral Collins.
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Mr. Filner, are you ready?
Mr. FILNER. I will wait until you finish.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Okay. Mr. Coble.
Mr. COBLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Admiral, good to have you and your able crew at the table again.

This has nothing to do directly with today’s hearing, but last Satur-
day I spent the better part of the afternoon at Coast Guard station
Fort Macon in Atlantic Beach, North Carolina; well, Fort Macon,
to be specific. And the past came alive again for me, Admiral. It
was a very productive visit and I very much appreciate Com-
mander Dean, who I am told will be coming to headquarters subse-
quently this summer. But they are doing good, pardon my incorrect
grammar.

Admiral, the Coast Guard, I am told, seeks authority to require
rigid hull inflatable boats manufactured in foreign countries. Cur-
rently, I am furthermore told that DOD has authority to make
such requisitions. Are there no rigid hull inflatable boats available
from United States manufacturers?

Admiral COLLINS. I think in the pursuit of this product, we are
looking to get the best value, the best performance dimensions,
wherever that may lay, and there are some innovative features in
some of those foreign manufacturers, and we need to look at it in
a competitive way. That is trying to get the best for our men and
women out doing the job, Congressman.

Mr. COBLE. Well, I don’t want you to compromise quality by any
means, but I do hope, Admiral, that you will exhaust every avail-
able remedy when it comes to purchasing goods manufactured do-
mestically. I suspect you are doing that.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. In case you didn’t know, we just
awarded a 700 boat, $145 million contract to Safe Boat, which is
a company up in Puget Sound, to manufacture all of our homeland
security and coastal import-type small boats. So that shows you, we
certainly want to underscore the competencies of the boat produc-
tion in the United States. I think that reflects that, and so does our
41 foot UTB replacement program, we have awarded to three U.S.
manufacturers.

Mr. COBLE. I appreciate knowing that.
Mr. Chairman, let me have one more question to the Com-

mandant. The Coast Guard proposes to include administrative
costs when setting the amount of a user fee and defines these costs.

Are the costs defined in this legislative proposal, Admiral, al-
ready included in the Coast Guard user fee calculations, A; and B,
if not, are these costs consistent with OMB rules for establishing
user fees, and what increases in user fees would result from recov-
ering these additional costs? I presume, Admiral, one example
might be if a boat man damaged an aid to navigation, for example,
would that be a fair illustration?

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, yes, it would. If I could, let me get back
to you on the record on the specifics of an answer for that one. I
don’t have the details on that on the tip of my tongue, Congress-
man.

[The information received follows:]
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Mr. COBLE. Okay. That will be fine. Admiral, you all continue to
do a good job, not only at Fort Macon, but throughout the Coast
Guard. I would be remiss if I didn’t insert my oars into these wa-
ters and commend the Coast Guard liaison officer, at least on the
House side; I don’t know much about the Senate side. Over on
Mount Olympus they do things differently, maybe, but the Coast
Guard liaison office here does a great job. I am sure you know that,
but it doesn’t hurt to remind you again. Always good to have you
up here, Tom.

Admiral COLLINS. Thank you for your comments, Mr. Coble.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Mr. Coble.
Mr. Filner, are you ready?
Mr. FILNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize for being late,

Admiral. Welcome, again, to your favorite part of your job, I know.
Admiral COLLINS. Thank you, sir.
Mr. FILNER. Let me just ask a couple of different questions. I will

ask them once and then I will give you the microphone.
As you know, the Maritime Transportation Security Act that was

passed a year ago mandated that vessel and facility security plans
be made. As I look at the President’s budget, I don’t see any fund-
ing to review or approve those plans. I would like to know about
that part of the budget and what you will be doing there.

Secondly, as you know, I have mentioned the HITRON heli-
copters here in the past. On May 1, Secretary Ridge authorized the
Coast Guard’s HITRON helicopters to be used for homeland secu-
rity missions in addition to their counterdrug operation capability.

As I see it, of course, from the West Coast, a little bit prejudiced,
eight of the HITRON helicopters are based in Jacksonville, Florida.
Not one is permanently deployed on the West Coast. As I said to
you before, I think that we ought to have a squadron of at least
six helicopters to make sure the Pacific is secure, the eastern Pa-
cific is secure from drug smugglers and protect some of our Na-
tion’s largest complexes. So I would hope that the authorization bill
would include additional funding for these armored helicopters.

Specifically on that, do you have any plans along those lines to
do that? And how much would it cost to do that, and what can we
do to help you do that?

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. Right now we don’t have plans on the
books to expand the HITRON squadron concept itself. What we
have done is gone to the Justice Department, the National Security
Council, and our own department, to get authorities to use airborne
use of force domestically in law enforcement scenarios obviously to
support our homeland security mission. The concept we would like
to explore first before committing to building another squadron
which could be an alternative is to do a proof of concept to use that
kind of capability out of our existing H-60 helicopters. We have a
number of H-60 helicopters around the country.

We are undergoing a proof of concept effort over the next 6, 7
months, hopefully done by the turn of the calendar year, using Air
Station Cape Cod, which is an H-60 station, and developing that
capability from that platform from air stations. And if that—while
we are going through the training and the outfitting, we have to
get the plane certified for that kind of weapon, a Navy certification
and a whole bunch of other things. But we are working through
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that and we would like to go through that proof of concept. So we
have some alternative and we are rolling out this concept in all of
our H-60 air stations—.

Mr. FILNER. I mean the HITRONs have been—the HITRON con-
cept has proved to be pretty successful, right, for drug smuggling?
I mean we have already done $1.5 billion worth.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FILNER. And the JHAWKS, is that the same as the—.
Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir, the JHAWK.
Mr. FILNER. Does not have the same—is not able to, say, land

on one of your cutters. I mean why aren’t you embracing this? I
can’t figure out why you are not embracing this sort of what is
going on that seems so successful?

Admiral COLLINS. This is for airborne use of force within the
ports and coastal areas to help with homeland security. They are
already organically there. I mean, the infrastructure is there, the
platforms are there, they are around the country, Traverse City
has H-60s, Cape Cod, et cetera. They are around our country posi-
tioned, so we have a force in being already established and if we
could roll out this capability—.

Mr. FILNER. On the West Coast also? I am sorry.
Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir, the Kodiak, San Diego. So if we could

use the current infrastructure, and can we do it in this multi mis-
sion air station, can we roll this other capability in? Can we use
this particular platform? Can we get it certified? All of those
things, and we will tinker with that over the year, in earnest, over
the next, 6, 7 months. I think it is a good option to examine closely.

Mr. FILNER. Which option? I mean, using the JHAWKS, you
mean?

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir.
Mr. FILNER. That may be okay for the homeland security. The

other helicopter was specifically designed, as you know, for rapid
movement and interdicting drugs, and I don’t want you to forget
that part of the mission there.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. It clearly is an option that we would
like to keep—we would like to pursue, have both on the table, go
through this proof of concepts, compare them both. I mean when
you are looking at a new HITRON squadron, you probably have to
have a minimum of about a five-helicopter unit to make it sort of
a critical mass type of a thing.

Mr. FILNER. Which would cost what?
Admiral COLLINS. That is probably a $49 million start-up and

$24 million annually to support that new infrastructure. So it is
not a small amount of effort. So we would like to, again, have the
proof of concept before we—.

Mr. FILNER. If I may, Mr. Chairman. I know my time is up. The
first question I had about the budget for implementing the—.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir, you are absolutely correct. We do not
have a budget line item in the 2004 budget to support the planned
development, review, and approval. The Coast Guard will be doing
the port plan, overarching port plan and the vessel plans to be re-
viewed and facility plans and the like, and it requires renew ap-
proval and enforcement actions to implement down the line. The
budget, the 2004 budget was obviously sent up through the budget



9

food chain prior to the enactment of the, prior to the enactment of
the bill, so there is not a line item currently there.

There is a funding and a personnel requirement that we have to
come to grips with to deal with that as we move from 2003 into
2004, and these plans start, fiscal year 2004s start rolling in. We
are identifying the specific amounts and working with Secretary
Ridge and his management and budget staff to nail down what our
options are internally to come up with the fund to make this hap-
pen. It is a high priority for the Secretary.

Mr. FILNER. Do you have a number, a budget number, roughly?
Admiral COLLINS. We have a rough initial estimate. Probably be

like a $70 million issue with about 150 FTP in order to execute
that over the 2003-2004 time frame, sir.

Mr. FILNER. I thank the Chair.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Admiral Collins, when do you expect from Sec-

retary Ridge we will have an idea of how we are going to approach
this?

Admiral COLLINS. I think it is going to play out here in the next
month, Mr. Chairman. We will try to nail those things down as
we—as there is some fine-tuning to supplement those amounts,
those that were passed in 2003, and is there any flexibility to ad-
just those, use some of those funds and obviously we require a dia-
logue with the Hill. But we are working that issue over the next
month, sir.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Well, the committee is very interested in hearing
what plan there may be as soon as you can give us some informa-
tion on that.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. That is one of my—there are 2 or 3
hot button issues for me in terms of being properly resourced to do
the job, and that is one. It is a huge undertaking. It is one we want
to be successful at. We clearly want to build that one for success.
It involves a lot of work in a short, compressed time frame, so we
have to come to grips with that.

We are already internally allocating out of our base of resources
as many people as we can to that effort, both the rulemaking side,
actually getting the rulemaking done, that is phase one, and then
implementing the rule, reviewing plans, developing plans and all
that is the next step. There are people that are needed for both of
those things and we have allocated resources to try to get that job
done.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Okay. We will look forward to hearing more on
that.

Admiral Collins, in the GAO’s April 1 testimony before the sub-
committee, Ms. Hecker stated that the success of Deepwater is
heavily dependent on receiving full funding every year. However,
if the Coast Guard receives the requested amount of $500 million
for 2004, I believe the cumulative shortfall will be in the neighbor-
hood of $200, $202 million for the project’s first 3 years. In fact,
this shortfall has delayed the introduction of the maritime patrol
aircraft and the conversion and upgrade program for the 110-foot
patrol boats. The March 2003 report on Deepwater acceleration
also states that the current level of appropriations for the Deep-
water implementation schedule will slip from a 20-year program to
what is likely to be a 27- or 30-year program.
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Given these adverse impacts, can you explain why the Presi-
dent’s 2004 budget request for Deepwater is not consistent with the
Coast Guard’s Deepwater funding plan, which requires the $500
million per year in 1998 dollars, the value of 1998 dollars adjusted
for inflation, plus approximately the $30 million for government
program management costs?

Admiral COLLINS. It involves some budget trade-offs and assess-
ment and budget competition and priorities and all of that kind of
thing, many of which are above my pay grade. We were very, very
appreciative for the $500 million support. Clearly, it clearly gets us
on the road. But you are absolutely correct, Mr. Chairman. Against
the notional design of the project, which was submitted by the win-
ning contractor, that design for a 20-year program to execute the
program within a 20-year time frame required $500 million in 1998
dollars, plus program management costs on top of that.

But I concur with the assessment, that $200 million or $202 mil-
lion or so is a GAO assessment of the cumulative shortfall against
that notional design. And those figures are accurate. So we are
about $200 million off that notion design. And for every dollar you
are off that cash flow, you push the program out.

Mr. LOBIONDO. We understand that. So how much funding does
the Coast Guard actually need in 2004 to get the Deepwater pro-
gram back to where it should be if it had full funding up to that
point?

Admiral COLLINS. I agree with the GAO’s assessment, Mr. Chair-
man. If those monies somehow could become available, and we un-
derstand the constraints within the budget process. But against the
notional design, the number, GAO’s number is correct. It is $202
million.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Well, as you know, Admiral, we have been wres-
tling with this. We have had a number of discussions. This sub-
committee and I think many, beyond this subcommittee, are very
concerned that in the first 3 years we have slipped to such a de-
gree. We have some folks who remain sort of behind the scenes
that weren’t thrilled with this program to begin with. If we slip up
beyond 30 years, we get to a 35-year slip, we are going to have peo-
ple saying the program is not workable and they are going to be
looking to do something different. I think we have an opportunity
early on in the process to make course corrections. No one ever
suggested it would be easy. I know I am talking to everyone I can
about how we can bring this back on track. But we are not going
to let this one go by. We are going to be watching it carefully.

Admiral COLLINS. Sure.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Thompson.
Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Admiral,

thank you for being here today. I want to just go on record thank-
ing not only you, but the entire Coast Guard for the invaluable
service that you provide. My district is a coastal district in Califor-
nia, and I don’t know what we would do without you. Not a day
goes by that you are not providing good security, good law enforce-
ment and lifesaving tricks that I just—I don’t know how you do it.
I see some of those boats going out with their noses straight up in
the air and how those guys can hold on, I have no idea. So your
crew out there just does a fantastic job.
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Admiral COLLINS. Thank you, sir.
Mr. THOMPSON. I have two questions. One is, and I want to join

with my colleague and wine caucus stalwart from North Carolina
in questioning the language that provides latitude in regard to the
purchasing of the inflatables, original inflatables. I too am con-
cerned about that. And I know, for a fact, that we make superior
vessels right here in the United States. One of those companies
that you have used before happens to be located in my district and
they do a fantastic job.

Now, I agree with you, we should not compromise quality, but I
really think we should, when appropriate, purchase from individ-
uals and companies that create jobs right here in this country.

Having said that, there is one thing I would like to compromise,
and that is politics. I heard from a manufacturer in California that
if they really wanted to be considered for contracts with the gov-
ernment, they might think about going to a State that is a little
bit more friendly in a political nature. And I think that is totally
inappropriate. I would certainly hope that this latitude does not
give way for political leverage, and that U.S.-based manufacturers
get every consideration, and when they make the superior product,
that that, in fact, is taken into consideration.

Admiral COLLINS. Sir, I agree with your comments. Let me as-
sure you that I will take a personal interest and focus on this issue
to ensure that the right thing is done for both the Nation and our
men and women in California or in any other State that is in-
volved. We certainly—we pride ourselves in being, I wouldn’t say
Boy Scouts, but we are pretty straight, straight, above-board, play
by the rules of the game consistently with our procurements, and
we certainly intend to do so here, sir.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you.
The second question I have pertains to section 308. Can you just,

can you clarify that tax exempt language? I don’t know that I fully
understand that, the tax exempt status for auxiliary units?

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. This had to do with providing—you
know, they owned, if an auxiliary had a building as a flotilla X, as
a building that they run their organization out of, or if they have
a facility, a boat facility in use for the Coast Guard, then those will
be federally—you know, they would be tax exempt entities.

Mr. THOMPSON. So that just codifies the tax exempt provision?
Admiral COLLINS. It codifies that for them. Right now, some

might argue, if some lawyer on one side of the equation, tax lawyer
may say you may already have authority to do that; our legal staff
says it is not explicitly stated, it is not clear, it needs to be codified
for the benefit of these terrific folks that volunteer their time and
their energy and their facilities to do just marvelous things for the
Nation. So it is—talk about a return on investment, Congressman.

Mr. THOMPSON. I agree with you 100 percent. I just wanted to
get clarification on that.

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir.
Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Mr. Thompson.
Mr. Diaz-Balart, do you have any questions or comments?
Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART. No.



12

Mr. LOBIONDO. Commandant, I have a question on mission bal-
ance.

In the GAO’s April 1 testimony before the subcommittee, Ms.
Hecker stated that there have been substantial declines from tradi-
tional levels of the time spent on two law enforcement missions:
Fishery enforcement and drug interdiction. Ms. Hecker then stated
that the President’s 2004 budget request for the Coast Guard
which included $592 million or a 10 percent increase over 2003
does not include initiatives that would substantially reverse the de-
cline as GAO saw this. About $168.5 million of the increase is dedi-
cated to new initiatives, most of which relate to homeland security
or to search and rescue.

Can you please address the GAO’s claims that the 2004 budget
proposal does virtually nothing to help the Coast Guard reverse the
downward trend for fisheries enforcement and drug interdiction?

Admiral COLLINS. Clearly, I mean I don’t debate the numbers
that they are using. It depends upon—and I believe our staff to
your staff have a briefing on this very issue on how those numbers
were computed, what was the baseline, what was the point of ref-
erence, what time period they use to run the numbers from and so
forth. So if you pick the very highest program hours that were used
at a given time, obviously the delta looks different. But I am not
debating the numbers they use based upon their point of reference.

But the question is, where are we relative to say the imme-
diate—our gauge was the immediate 12 months or so prior to 9/11,
which we thought was an appropriate benchmark since that re-
flected actions by Congress, the administration and our budget,
and what resources we should have to do our business.

So we felt that was the appropriate benchmark. Relative to that
benchmark, we are getting back to levels, pre 9-11 levels, not there
on all missions. The mission areas that have the biggest gap are
the law enforcement missions: fisheries, counterdrugs and mi-
grants, because that is where the cutters are pulled back on, those
missions in a security, when there is pressure for enhanced secu-
rity operations. So that is where the delta is, and it runs anywhere,
depending on which one of those you pick, between 5 and 20 per-
cent less than pre 9/11 levels, when you get through the 2004 bill.
That is our assessment.

Clearly, there is a delta. And how we are managing, trying to
manage—we are working hard to get mission balance, Mr. Chair-
man. We are working hard to balance between the national defense
mission, maritime defense mission, maritime security mission, and
the nonhomeland security missions, we are working very, very hard
to balance those, and doing it several ways. One is we are provid-
ing guidance to our field commanders about the mission allocation
targets for a 6-month period that say, here is the targets for these
various missions, and it is all targeted to get back to those kinds
of allocations, balanced allocations.

We also allocate on risk. We will allocate to the highest risk at
hand. For example, we have allocated additional cutter hours into
the Florida Straits and into the Windward Pass over the last
month and a half. Why? Well, the risk has gone up, the threat has
gone up, relative to migrants. We are getting additional migrant
interdictions, greater numbers, greater interdiction numbers. So
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additional force structure was put there. It is a part of the flexibil-
ity to put assets where the risks are at any given time.

We just went to an orange condition. That changes the portfolio.
That changes the allocation of our cutter mix and so forth, and
then we will adjust and then we will pulse back again. I think the
strength of our service is the ability to move and pulse.

Another way to mitigate this, in addition to allocating for risk,
providing planning guidance, is partnerships, and we have built in-
credibly strong partnerships with State and local law enforcement
agencies and internationally in order to leverage all of our capabili-
ties to get the job done. The classic example here is in the
counterdrug area where we have right now, if you went down to
the Caribbean and looked at who is there, you would find the
United States Navy, United States Coast Guard, Dutch, French,
British assets all engaged in a regional collaborative effort for
counterdrugs. That partnership, with Coast Guard law enforcement
detachments on those foreign vessels, and having significant per-
formance outcome equivalent to the pre 9/11 or greater. So partner-
ships is another mitigating strategy.

Using reservists when we can to augment our workforce to pro-
vide for those surge operations is yet another way, and quite frank-
ly, the best way, in my mind, is building the greater capacity to
do the job, and we are doing that through the 2002 supplemental,
the 2003 budget, and the 2004 budget. I mean, a 30 percent in-
crease over that time frame is pretty substantial, and it is helping
us to build the capacity to get back to a better, a better ability to
balance missions.

So we are not there yet. The trend is terrific. We are very, very
appreciative of the Secretary and the President for our 2003 and
2004 budgets, and it is a trend line that is going to get us back
to be able to manage, to manage that issue.

We will have a—we will codify all of our strategies and our ex-
pected trend and we call it a blueprint strategy document that we
will be working through the next several months and have avail-
able at the end of the summer, beginning of the fall to provide to
this committee and other Members of Congress on exactly what the
specific game plan is to develop—to manage these resources, how
we manage it, how we allocate the risk, and what we perceive as
the trend in terms of mission balance.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Admiral Collins. We know that you
are given a very difficult task with homeland security mission and
maritime antiterrorism concerns, and we all acknowledge and rec-
ognize that that has to be a primary focus of protecting lives and
protecting property from that vantage point. We applaud you for
doing more with less on a continuing basis.

One of the concerns with the switch from Department of Trans-
portation to the Department of Homeland Security was that some
folks might not feel as strongly about traditional missions and, in
the long term, not through malicious attempt, but just be sort of
focusing on what we feel would be leaving some aspects of this out.

So we want to make sure that we are continuing to talk about
continuing in ongoing missions with drug interdiction and fishery
law enforcement, et cetera, but recognize that you can only do with
the resources you are given. And that is why we have been press-
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ing so hard for additional dollars, for additional assets, and for ad-
ditional personnel. So thank you.

Mr. Filner, do you want to go again?
Mr. FILNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Admiral, you mentioned the word balance. Let me ask you about

another balance between State and Federal authority.
When you—in the bill you want to expand the ability of State

law enforcement officers to enforce the espionage act, and I am just
wondering what that means in terms of that relationship between
the State and the FBI, who has authority to investigate these
things.

Admiral COLLINS. It would be very narrowly applied into a secu-
rity zone enforcement that we could have delegated agents. Say we
established a security zone around nuclear power point X, and we,
of course, didn’t have all of the resources nationally or locally to
provide for a full 7 by 24 presence in that. If we had the authorities
of State and local law enforcement agencies to act as our agents in
enforcing that security zone and, you know, in a narrowly con-
strued sense, a controlled sense, then we would have some
leveraging capability to leverage everyone’s competencies and ca-
pacity to do the job.

Mr. FILNER. You are not giving the State troopers investigative
authority for espionage or anything?

Admiral COLLINS. That, no—.
Mr. FILNER. You just have a narrow kind of—.
Admiral COLLINS. It was to give additional presence, enforcement

presence for all of those areas, whether it is a special regulated
area or security zone and the like. That would be my preference,
to shape this new authority that way, sir. I understand this can’t
be open-ended. It has to have boundary conditions and constraints
on it. But at the heart of this is how do we work together collabo-
ratively, leveraging all of our infrastructure and capacity to do the
job, and that is the essence of this.

Mr. FILNER. I understand. Mr. Chairman, we may want to work
with the Judiciary Committee or whatever to look at that section
and make sure it is narrowly tailored.

In addition, your bill was going to require nontank vessels to
have oil spill response plans. My State and many others already
have that. Do you for see one preempting the other, or are you ac-
cepting the State plan? How do you see that happening?

Admiral COLLINS. As we have done—this is for the tank vessel
provision? Clearly, as we have done for other areas, we will work
with the States in a very collaborative way to ensure that we are
simpatico in all of the areas.

The one area that we—we have had Supreme Court cases and
other things that worked to the issue of Federal and State and
local jurisdiction on these maritime issues. But our full intent is to
work collaboratively with the States. The only—and sure, that
would be no preemption, only if, in fact, things like required equip-
ment—some of the States have wanted to require equipment car-
riage on a vessel, I mean, response equipment. That is not consist-
ent with the philosophy of the Federal plan which requires re-
sponse plans and equipment assurance and others to provide for
the response capability under a performance contract in various
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ports and State waters. So that is one of the things—one place that
could be a rub between the State and the Federal. But quite frank-
ly, most States adhere to that, that kind of construct and that kind
of framework. So we have worked through these types of issues for
other categories of response plans and I don’t see why it is going
to be any more difficult for the tank vessels.

Mr. FILNER. But if they say container ship, you required a re-
sponse plan that was different than the State of California’s.
Whose would prevail, or do you see any problem? Do you see any
conflict?

Admiral COLLINS. I think most of those things we have worked
out. I mean, I think the record is surely clear that in most cases,
we have worked out with the State a very compatible regime, a re-
sponse plan regime that has been very, very compatible. So I don’t,
I don’t foresee a huge problem here, quite frankly.

Mr. FILNER. Again, you are moving into nontank vessels now
with this section of the bill. So again, Mr. Chairman, we may want
to look at how that—give some guidance there that is more specific
than the administration did. Thank you, sir.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. DeFazio.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Admiral, good to see you again today.
Admiral COLLINS. Good morning, sir.
Mr. DEFAZIO. I guess I would just like to follow up, and I am

sorry I was late, I was delayed at a homeland security meeting.
But I would just like to know, bringing up the homeland security
issue, how you feel you are faring in this new department. There
are a number of us who are concerned that it might impinge upon
your nonhomeland security mission. We tried to get some very spe-
cific language and lines of authority there to assure that you would
not feel those pressures. But I would just like to hear, as honestly
as you can say, with everybody listening how that is working, if it
requires more attention from this committee or the Congress.

Mr. FILNER. This is off the record, right? So you can be honest.
Mr. DEFAZIO. We could do the oath, yes.
Admiral COLLINS. We have only been at this since 1 March, so

there is still a lot of formative things to have in the Department
in terms of developing a corporate governance structure and where
information flows and who makes decisions and all of those kinds
of things, as any organization has to deal with. But I think it is
the right place for the United States Coast Guard to be at this
juncture in history. I think there is significant overlap in our mis-
sions, and the initiative of Congress to ensure a direct report of the
United States Coast Guard to the Secretary was, I was applauding
from the sidelines. I think that was a great construct. And I can
remember talking to Secretary Ridge before the bill was passed,
and he says, you know, I really like that provision.

We have great respect, great respect within the new department,
support across the board. Just to give you a couple of examples, I
mean it is an unprecedented response. Our first report that was
sent up to Congress by the new department, the report required in
the homeland security bill was the accelerating Deepwater. We got
that report through our department in 2 days. We have a current
rulemaking under way, under the Maritime Transportation Secu-
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rity Act we will make, a pretty secure rulemaking which is really
time-sensitive.

The time line is challenging. I have briefed the Secretary. He has
made it one of his top 10 issues. He is terribly supportive, wants
parallel processing of this, immediately cleared us to engage on
being prior to final approval from the Department. I just use those
two examples of the responsiveness and support we are getting.

The 2004 budget, at 10 percent growth in the environment of the
2004 budget, in the constraints that mark the entire Federal Gov-
ernment was pretty good support from the Secretary, and he was
very supportive on the 2003 levels—2004 levels that were con-
structed and certainly supportive of the supplemental.

So I am very, very pleased with the support that we are getting.
I attend every Under Secretary’s meeting. I am, in fact, treated as
an Under Secretary in the department. I attend every meeting and
every decision-making meeting. We are involved in all of the little
work groups that are working throughout various elements of the
department. We have about 38 detailees, temporary detailees to
help get the Department rolling until they get permanent employ-
ees in those seats. So we have been engaged. We have been warmly
received. Our council has been sought after.

And the Secretary is very interested in our nonhomeland security
missions as well. We provide him an operating summary of all of
our events every day, and we categorize it by the terms of the bill
which defines nonhomeland security and homeland security. We
provide an operational summary of all of our major incidents. He
reads that with great interest every day.

So I think it is going about as well as it can go, given the chal-
lenges of shaping a new department of this magnitude.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Okay. All right. Thank you. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Lampson.
Mr. LAMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Admi-

ral. It is nice to see you. I appreciate your testimony today and
sorry I could not be here to hear all of it.

I do have a number of questions I would love to ask about the
Coast Guard’s mission in the post 9/11 era, but considering the fact
that there are five ports wholly within the 9th Congressional Dis-
trict and two more that operate within the 9th congressional dis-
trict, I am going to try to focus my questions down into one specific
area that I think is an extremely pressing one for the GIWW, the
intercoastal waterway.

Specifically I want to focus on the Truman-Hobbs account which,
as you know, is a dedicated account for alteration of bridges over
navigable waters. Within my district in Galveston, Texas, the Gal-
veston Causeway Railroad Bridge specifically has been designated
a hazard to navigation. I hold in my hand a copy of a letter from
Coast Guard Headquarters, the Office of Bridge Administration in
Washington, dated December 19, 2000, and I would like to put this
in the record, if you wouldn’t mind, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Without objection.
[The letter follows:]
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Mr. LAMPSON. This letter further underscores the Galveston
Causeway Railroad Bridge based on the investigation of the Coast
Guard is a ″unreasonable obstruction to navigation.″ further, the
letter states that alteration of the bridge under the provision of the
Truman-Hobbs Act is planned to allow for full utilization of the
navigable channel. In this letter the Coast Guard estimated the
cost of a bridge to be about $33,350,000. The estimates that I re-
ceived over the last couple of years may push that up more in line
with $37 million.

The amount that has been dedicated to the Galveston Causeway
Bridge in the last 3 years has totaled around $2.5 million. And at
this rate, we may be looking at close to 3 decades before the bridge
would be replaced. Everyone involved has declared that this bridge
is a hazard to navigation, and perhaps it may be the most perilous
situation on the entire Gulf Intercoastal Waterway. Yet, there is
not sufficient and dedicated stream of funding that would allow for
the problem to be rectified within a reasonable period of time.

So my question to you is what are the Coast Guard’s intentions
with regards to this bridge? In your view, do there need to be sub-
stantive changes made to the distribution of funds within the Tru-
man-Hobbs account, perhaps designating certain projects as high
priority and dedicating them to an expedited stream of funding to
ensure that it doesn’t take the 20 or 30 years to correct what can
only be deemed as an absolute threat to navigation.

I have spoken with the Coast Guard in the past and have been
given assurances that the Galveston Causeway Railroad Bridge is
a high priority project. We know that it is for the Coast Guard
within the Truman-Hobbs account, given the threats that it poses
to navigation along the waterway.

So I would very much like your cooperation in working with me
to ensure that the work on the project can be expedited, and then
to hear your comments as well.

Admiral COLLINS. Great. Sir, let me jump into this with my staff
and understand the details and the flow, the budget flow. Just a
general comment on all of these bridge fundings, this has been sort
of a painful thing for the last 20 years, I think, on how bridges get
funded and don’t get funded. From our view, this would really lend
itself to some part of the highway, highway trust fund or some-
thing. But it is very, very difficult, within our capital budget, to ab-
sorb this. When we have a capital budget, it used to be, we had
a capital budget like about $350, $400 million a year maximum
and to endure projects at $34, $35 million is really, really almost
mission impossible.

So just a general comment, I think the construct for funding
bridges from our perspective is broke, and some other alternative
would be actually welcome here. It is always sort of like a 9/11
Maalox moment, every budget sequence on how bridges get funded
and don’t get funded and it is always like a midnight hour some-
thing happens and these things get funded. That is not really a
great way to run a railroad, or the bridge.

Mr. LAMPSON. This is an interesting picture. It shows about a
foot or two on either side of a barge as it is going through the fend-
ers under this thing, and the fenders are there and get hit often.
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It is a problem, and again I look forward to working with you on
it.

Admiral COLLINS. Let me get with my staff, sir, and I will get
back to you some written correspondence on the issue and what
some options are for us.

[The information received follows:]
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Mr. LAMPSON. Thank you very much.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Mr. Lampson.
Mr. Taylor.
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you are well aware,

I am not a member of this committee, but I thank you for allowing
me to sit in the with subcommittee today and ask a few questions.

Commandant, I brought to your attention, I believe last week,
that although I am really pleased that all the folks have been given
a signed contract for Deepwater, I was somewhat taken aback to
notice that despite a number of laws to the contrary, engines are
being obtained from German sources, and what remains to be
bought should be made in America, and not a German engine. And
the Germans were not as supportive of the recent effort in Iraq as
we would like to have seen.

I would ask that you would weigh in with the supplier to see to
it that those engines are made in America and that we purchase
those engines in America. I think that is a very reasonable request.
I know we, myself and your Coast Guard office, have been at odds
at times over when they say well, that engine is part of a total
package and it is a small part of a total package, but the main pro-
pulsion engine on a Coast Guard cutter is a huge expense and a
huge part of that package. And I think you really have to find
some—Johnnie Cochran, I don’t think could come up with a de-
fense.

Admiral COLLINS. I know we have your letter, Congressman, on
the issue. The Deepwater project options are—they haven’t gotten
back to me on that response. I think you probably hit it right. It
is part of the whole ship versus the individual systems is the meas-
ure in terms of buy American, and it is the net, you know, the net
cumulative Buy America, and you check the block that meets that.

I will discuss at great length with the staff and see what the pros
and the cons are and we will get back to you in as much detail as
we can.

[The information received follows:]
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Mr. TAYLOR. First, I would like to ask you, what is your opinion
of the Jones Act?

Admiral COLLINS. I think it is an important piece of legislation
for the Nation and the maritime industry, and it should be sup-
ported.

Mr. TAYLOR. Do you think additional loopholes to the Jones Act
are a good thing or a bad thing?

Admiral COLLINS. I don’t think loopholes are good for anything,
and we should work to have regulations and laws that don’t have
loopholes in them.

Mr. TAYLOR. Are you familiar with the loophole—what is actually
a ruling by the Customs Department that allows cruises to no-
where, a foreign flag vessel, to operate out of Biloxi, Mississippi, or
Charleston, South Carolina, or San Francisco—foreign-owned, for-
eign crew sail out of San Francisco, go out to international waters,
turn around and come back; never goes to its port of registry and
is considered a so-called ″cruise to nowhere,″ an international
cruise, and that way they don’t have to live by American minimum
wage laws or OSHA laws. They don’t necessarily become Coast
Guard inspected; they become ISO inspected.

Are you familiar with that Customs ruling that allows this to
happen?

Admiral COLLINS. Generally. Not all the details.
Mr. TAYLOR. It is not a law. It is actually a Customs ruling.
I am bit concerned, Mr. Chairman, that in the proposed author-

ization bill for the Coast Guard someone has put language in there
and I don’t know who, but I would point out to you that it would
take this Customs ruling and make it the law of the land.

I would bring your attention to section 3505(d) and it says that
is a foreign vessel on a voyage, any part of which is on the high
seas departing from one place in the jurisdiction of the United
States and returning to that same place. So, I mean, this is a
dream for those people who are presently taking advantage of a
loophole, because we are putting that loophole in the law.

This is section 3505—I am sorry section 224.
Admiral COLLINS. I think the attempt here was so that we would

have vessels that had to—by having this provision, they would
have to comply with the International Safety Management Code
when they are on voyages on the high seas. So that was the at-
tempt of this initiative, to ensure that that didn’t get out from un-
derneath the requirement of the International Safety Code provi-
sions. So if we have—it, by so doing, incorporated some large unin-
tentional consequences, we will have to look at it.

Mr. TAYLOR. Commandant, look at the next part. The next part
says, the cruises to nowhere, you would legalize them, the way I
read it.

The second part, ″and arriving at another place under the juris-
diction of the United States,″ that would completely gut the Jones
Act. That would let a foreign flag vessel sail from Port of Charles-
ton, go 12 miles out to sea, land in Jacksonville, which is truly a
coast-wide voyage, but because he went out to sea, that would
make it an international voyage and get him around the Jones Act.
And I hope that is not your intention.

Admiral COLLINS. That is clearly not the intent.
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Mr. TAYLOR. But I would think the Johnnie Cochrans of the
world—and they are out there and they are waiting for stuff like
this—would turn around and completely eliminate the Jones Act by
doing this.

Admiral COLLINS. Let me tell you, Congressman. I hope to get to-
gether with my legal staff and the committee staff to ensure that
we don’t have those large unintended consequences, and we tighten
this up to ensure that we get what the aim here is.

Mr. TAYLOR. May I make a further request? As you know, there
is a Cabotage task force, people in the industry that are living by
our rules, living by your rules, vessels in America paying American
taxes. I would ask, and I can only ask, that you would also run this
by them, because I want to get their opinion on it and make sure
that is not what is happening.

Thank you, Commandant.
Mr. FILNER. Admiral, what is the intent of this?
Admiral COLLINS. The intent was for those vessels to have to

comply with the ISM code, the International safety management
code, which is an international protocol, safety protocol; and by not
having this designation, we can’t enforce this on them. So it was
an attempt to get them underneath the umbrella of the safety code.
That was the intent of the initiative.

But we will take a very tight round turn on it in terms of the
Jones Act and other issues and make sure there is no unintended
loophole written in here, and work with your staff to ensure that
that is not the case.

[The information received follows:]
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Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you, Admiral. We will follow up and make
sure that we are in full understanding, as best as we can, for
agreement.

Admiral Collins, it was very clear to me and, I think, many oth-
ers that the intent of Congress in the Homeland Security Act was
that the Coast Guard remain a maritime agency and that the
shoreside activities are merely an adjunct to the Agency’s maritime
responsibilities. If Congress were to provide the arrest, firearms
and property seizure authorities requested by the Agency, what as-
surances could you give us that we would—that the Department of
Homeland Security would not divert the Coast Guard to carry out
nonmaritime homeland security law enforcement functions, and it
would again be to the detriment of traditional missions?

Admiral COLLINS. Of course, this is our initiative; it is not our—
our meaning within the Coast Guard, proof by the Department.
But clearly it was our initiative, and we felt that we have partial
authorities when we go—we are aboard waterfront facilities, we are
aboard other facilities in and around the port; and not to have that
is sort of an incomplete tool kit.

It also puts us at jeopardy in terms of detention. You are detain-
ing too long, how long can you detain, and all those legal dimen-
sions of detainers, arrests and encumbrances.

So there is no intention at all to have this as an additional au-
thority so we can be, you know, in Peoria or something doing a
homeland security mission at all. Clearly, the Homeland Security
Act puts boundary conditions on the length of time we can even
have folks operating under other organizational components right
in the act. And our full intent is only to use this and to use this
primarily in the execution of our day-to-day missions.

For instance, to have the MMST, the new units, the Maritime
Safety and Security Teams, not with this authority when they are
out and about enforcing waterfront protection and so forth and so
on in their hot pursuit of someone that they run up against the
beach, and he takes off; and not to have some authority to appre-
hend them and arrest them, to me, is not consistent with the whole
operational envelope and risks they deal with. So full intent to
apply to Coast Guard missions.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Just for purposes of clarity, this was not an ini-
tiative that was brought to you by Homeland Security?

Admiral COLLINS. Absolutely not.
Mr. LOBIONDO. And you would view this as an extension of what

is already part of your Coast Guard maritime mission, but is an
encumbrance because, once you hit the shore, if there is a bad guy,
you can’t follow up?

Admiral COLLINS. Yes, sir. We worked closely with the Justice
Department on this and discussed this issue with the Justice De-
partment, if in fact, within the framework of existing law, we could
have this authority. I think their lawyers and our lawyers came to
the agreement that it would be much better for us to have explicit
authorities to carry firearms and to make arrests on the landside
adjacent to waterways, as needed.

So that was the collective judgment of both the DOJ and Coast
Guard lawyers on this issue.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Thank you for the clarification.
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Mr. Filner, do you have anything else you want to raise?
Mr. FILNER. I want to make sure for the record that the author-

ity was not also used—been asked to use to track down Texas legis-
lators who were going to be observing. You weren’t asked to track
them down, were you?

Admiral COLLINS. No, sir.
Mr. FILNER. I want to bring it up for the press.
Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Taylor?
Mr. TAYLOR. I have such a short memory, and I wanted to knock

those two things out. But I do want to thank you for the great work
that the men and women of the Coast Guard do and for their re-
sponsiveness. I hope I mentioned it to you last week.

Just last week, I was out with the Mississippi Bureau of Marine
Resources. They were putting out oyster shells. In the process of
that, we came across a sunken boat, superstructure about a foot
out of the water. So it was an accident waiting to happen, and your
ace navigation group of Gulfport were out that afternoon, marking
it. So they are incredibly responsive. They do great work every day.

Admiral COLLINS. Thank you, sir, thank you for the comment.
Mr. LOBIONDO. We thank you very much. I think this was a good

and informative hearing. We have some points to follow up on. But
once again, we appreciate the great job that you, your staff and all
the men and women of the Coast Guard are doing.

The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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